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Abstract
Narcum, John, Anthony. PhD. The University of Memphis. August, 2017. I Think I Will Blame
You. A Social Cognitive and Just World Explanation of Helping Behavior. Co-Major Professors:
Dr. George Deitz, PhD and Dr. Mehdi Amini, PhD.

Social marketing campaigns frequently utilize victims in an attempt to encourage helping
behavior. However, even with greater awareness of victims and their plight, individuals do not
always choose to help. We utilize social cognitive theory to explain how some individuals justify
the continued purchase of products (i.e., counterfeit products) tied to victimization by blaming
the victims. In a second context, we investigate the association between victim blaming and
donation intentions to a non-profit organization tasked with helping local homeless victims. We
find a positive relationship between character blame and counterfeit purchase intentions and a
negative relationship between character blame and donation intentions. In both contexts, we do
not find a significant relationship between behavior blame and the respected dependent variables.
In the final study, we utilize just world theory in an effort to explain when and why individuals
blame victims. Findings support the claim that belief in a just world has a positive association
with victim blaming. We also find justice restoration potential and victim-observer similarity as
significant moderators in this relationship. However, due to limitations, some reservations are
appropriate when considering these results.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
“By fixing the blame on others or on circumstances, not only are one’s own injurious actions
excusable but one can even feel self-righteous in the process” (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara,
& Pastorelli, 1996, p. 366).
Marketing messages inundate consumers on a daily basis. Much of these messages tout
the personal benefit one may receive from the purchase of a product or service in order to make
another sale. However, social marketing messages meet consumers with a different goal. These
messages strive to “promote socially beneﬁcial behavior change” (Grier & Bryant, 2005, p. 319).
Though increasing sales is not the goal, social marketing messages do often provide a direct and
positive benefit to the message receiver. For instance, a social marketing advertisement
encouraging one to eat healthier promotes a behavioral change that is directly positive to the
message receiver. Other examples of this nature include communication that promotes exercise,
health screenings, and other pro-health messages (Grier & Bryant, 2005).
However, the target of a social marketing message is not always the direct beneficiary.
Some social marketing messages promote behavior change in order to help others who have
become victim to circumstance or unjust treatment. For instance, in an attempt to curve
counterfeit good consumption, social marketers have incorporated the adverse effects of the trade
and its victims into their anti-counterfeiting messages. In 2008, anti-counterfeiting
advertisements designed to proclaim the wide-ranging detrimental effects of the counterfeit trade
displayed in major cities around the world. These ads stated, “The Real Price of Counterfeit
Goods,” and linked counterfeiting to various social issues. One even stated, “When you buy
counterfeit goods, you support child labor, drug trafficking, organized crime and even worse”
(Lee, 2008, p.1).

1

The aforementioned social marketing message attempts to change behavior by promoting
anti-consumption. Other messages promote social change by informing individuals of a situation
and asking for donations. For example, non-profit organizations often promote victims they are
trying to help. The non-profit organization may describe the victimization and then ask potential
donors to help by donating.
Whether it is an anti-consumption message or a plea for donations, these messages ask
individuals to forgo personal gain in order to benefit another. Though individuals are often
motivated to act in their own self-interest, individuals may experience negative outcomes if they
do not help others. For instance, Soscia, Busacca, and Pitrelli (2007) state that people may feel
guilty if they do not donate to charity. Still, individuals do not always act for the good of others.
But how do individuals justify not acting to help? This research proposes victim blaming as one
avenue through which individuals lessen any potential dissonance associated with not helping.
Victim blaming manifests itself through blaming the victim’s behavior and or blaming
the victim’s character (Janoff-Bulman, 1979). Though distinctions between the two types of
victim blame exist (e.g., Batson, 2009) and are of interest to this research, both types are
expected to allow individuals to disengage moral self-sanctions from detrimental behavior such
as the consumption of counterfeit goods (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996).
Such blaming, if taken to an extreme, may leave consumers with a feeling of self-righteousness
in bringing to fruition the victim’s due punishment (Bandura et al., 1996).
Although victim blaming may facilitate inaction, we do not expect that victim blaming is
simply an outcome of a desire to maintain the status quo (i.e., forgoing helping behavior).
Rather, we argue that victim blaming is both a conscious and/or preconscious decision resulting
from a threat to one’s belief in a just world (hereafter, BJW) (Lerner, 1998). Just-world theory
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argues that people seek to believe the world is just, and that good is paid back with good, while
bad is paid back with bad (Lerner, 1980). Thus, when an individual sees an innocent victim, such
as those victimized by the counterfeit trade, his or her view of a just world is threatened. Such a
threat may be combated by blaming the victim (e.g., Correia & Vala, 2003) or by helping the
victim.
Therefore, marketing activists and social marketers should be concerned with the type of
strategy individuals use to protect their BJW and how such a strategy influences prosocial
reactions such as helping behavior. Whether an individual chooses to blame a victim for his or
her misfortune, or take an active role in ending such victimization partly depends on other factors
such as perceived similarity and justice restoration potential. An in depth discussion of these
factors will be discussed shortly.
Purpose
This current research utilizes a social cognitive and just world theoretical framework to
explain helping behavior. When faced with victimization tied to consumer products, consumers
can either change their consumption or cognitively deal with the victimization. Conversely, when
faced with donation opportunities, potential donors can donate to support victims or cognitively
deal with the victimization. Social cognitive theory highlights how victim blaming allows
individuals to disengage their morals and purchase goods associated with victimization and forgo
donating to help victims. Study 1 investigates the association of the two forms of victim blaming,
behavior and character blame, with counterfeit purchase intentions. Study 2 investigates these
variables and their relationship with donation intentions to an organization missioned with
helping homeless victims.
Though social cognitive theory explains how mentally dealing with victims (i.e., blaming
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victims) can lead to lower levels of helping behavior, a just world theoretical framework can aid
in the explanation of why and when individuals will be less likely to blame victims and more
likely to help. Study 3 utilizes just world theory to explain and investigate the impact of BJW on
victim blaming and donation intentions. In the context of donating to a non-profit tasked with
helping homeless victims, this study investigates the relationship among BJW, victim-observer
similarity, and justice restoration potential with victim blaming and donation intentions.
Contributions
This research makes several contributions to the field of marketing and consumer
behavior. Utilizing a social cognitive theoretical framework, this study is one of few in
marketing to consider the impact of victim blaming on consumer purchase behavior, and is the
first research known to this author to compare the impact of the two types of victim blaming (i.e.,
behavior blame and character blame) on purchase behavior. Furthermore, this study investigates
the impact of these two types of victim blaming on donation intentions. It answers Hafer and
Begue’s (2005) call to investigate the effects of coping mechanisms such as victim derogation
and blame.
This research also utilizes a just world theoretical framework in explaining donation
intentions to an organization tasked with helping local homeless victims. It may be that
Individuals who decline to give are not simply relaxing their morals in order to selfishly keep
their wealth (i.e., maintain the status quo). Rather, the decision not to give may result from a
disengagement of moral standards resulting from one’s attempt to defend his or her BJW.
Individuals may not be aware of their victim blaming tendencies and/or the harm it may bring.
Thus, this research answers the call of White, MacDonnell, and Ellard (2012) to investigate just
world theoretical thought in new prosocial consumer decision contexts.
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Finally, this research aspires to explain seemingly conflicting views within victim
blaming literature. The defensive attribution hypothesis argues that less victim blaming occurs as
one’s similarity to the victim increases (Shaver, 1970). However, just world theory predicts that
victim blaming will increase as similarity to the victim increases (e.g., Correia et al., 2012). This
research attempts to clear up these conflicting views by further investigating the impact of
victim-observer similarity, justice restoration potential, and BJW on victim blaming.
Furthermore, this research investigates the relationship between victim-observer similarity and
helping behavior proposed but not tested by Bendapudi, Singh, and Bendapudi (1996).
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
Chapter Objectives
Social marketers attempt to “promote socially beneﬁcial behavior change” (Grier &
Bryant, 2005, p. 319). Though many of these messages promote ways in which an individual
may better his or her own health/life, some of these messages endorse behavior change that
benefits others. In these instances, social marketers highlight the individuals (i.e., victims)
negatively affected by the behavior targeted for change. Such messages encourage helping
behavior with the promoted victim as the recipient.
Helping behavior may come in many forms. In cases of victimization, the type of helping
behavior depends upon the type of victimization. For instance, in the context of the counterfeit
trade, helping behavior entails boycotting such goods. No matter the type of victimization and
the helping behavior prescribed, social marketers often attempt to induce personal obligation to
help in those they target. Such personal obligation often entails a moral or ethical component.
Therefore, this chapter begins with a discussion of the tenets of social cognitive theory and its
relation to moral obligation. Of importance to this research is the phenomenon of victim
blaming. As we discuss in context of social cognitive theory, blaming the victim may lesson
one’s responsibility to help in instances of victimization.
Victim blaming, and its impact on helping behavior, is at the core of this research. We
define victim blaming as attributing the cause of a victim’s plight to the victim. Victim blaming
research exists within the field of marketing; however, decades of such research abounds within
the discipline of psychology. Thus, this chapter reviews extant literature from both disciplines.
Furthermore, this chapter also discusses victim blaming from a just world theoretical
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perspective. According to just world theory, victim blaming may result as individuals attempt to
explain injustice in the world. Thus, pertinent just world theory literature is reviewed.
Social Cognitive Theory, Self-Sanctions, and Moral Disengagement
Integrity or ethical concerns are important constructs in the context of victimization and
helping behavior. However, integrity or ethical concerns are of importance only when the
morality of an issue is considered. At times, individuals may deactivate moral self-sanctions.
According to social cognitive theory, moral agency is grounded “in a self-regulatory system that
operates through three major subfunctions” (Bandura et al., 1996, p. 1). These subfunctions may
be seen in figure 1 and comprise of self-monitoring, judgmental, and self-reactive subfunctions
(Bandura et al., 1996). All three subfunctions, if not interrupted, happen in sequential order and
assist one in exercising control over his or her actions (Bandura et al., 1996).

Figure 1. Self-Regulatory System
(Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Caprara, G. V., & Pastorelli, C. (1996). Mechanisms of moral
disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
71(2), 364-374.)
As seen in figure 1, self-monitoring is the first subfunction within the self-regulatory
system. In this subfunction, one monitors his or her actions or potential actions. One then
“judges” his or her actions in accordance with internal standards and situational circumstances.
Finally, these judgments allow for self-reactions to impact behavior. During the self-reactive
subfunction, “people get themselves to behave in accordance with their moral standards through
anticipatory positive and negative self-reactions for different courses of action” (Bandura et al.,
7

1996, p. 364).
However, “self-reactive influences do not operate unless they are activated, and there are
many psychosocial processes by which self-sanctions can be disengaged from inhumane
conduct” (Bandura et al., 1996, p. 364). Mechanisms through which this takes place include
moral justification, palliative comparison, euphemistic labeling, displacement of responsibility,
and victim blaming, among others (Bandura et al., 1996). One’s ability to avoid activating selfreactive influences explains how different actions can take place under “the same moral
standard” (Bandura et al., 1996, p. 364).
Although other moral disengagement mechanisms may play a role discouraging helping
behavior, victim blaming may be the mechanism of choice when faced with the victimization of
others. Thus, victim blaming is the moral disengagement mechanism studied in this research.
Victim Blaming
Victim blaming occurs when an individual attributes the cause of a victim’s plight to the
victim. Some research makes a distinction between two forms of victim blaming. In a seminal
study, Janoff-Bulman (1979) identifies the two forms as behavior blame and character blame.
Behavior blame is conceptually defined as blaming a victim’s specific behavior for his or her
victimization. For instance, concluding that a victim was abused because he or she did not fight
back. Character blame is defined as blaming a victim’s character or personality for his or her
victimization. For example, attributing the cause of the victimization to the belief that a victim is
a bad person and thus deserving of ill treatment (Janoff-Bulman, 1979; Warner, VanDeursen, &
Pope, 2012).
Although the two forms of victim blaming are related, past studies find differences
between them (e.g., Janoff-Bullman, 1979, 1982). For instance, in the context of self-blame,
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Janoff-Bullman (1979) finds behavior blame to be associated to a greater level with a modifiable
source while character blame is more associated with a nonmodifiable source. Furthermore,
Janoff-Bullman (1979) finds behavior blame to be control related while character blame is
esteem related. One final distinction made by this early researcher is that behavior blame is
associated with one’s perception of his or her ability to avoid negative future events while
character blame is associated more with the belief of one’s deservingness for negative outcomes
that took place in the past.
At times, research makes a distinction between victim/character derogation (what we call
character blame) and victim blaming. For instance, Whatley (1996) treats the victim’s character
as an antecedent to blame. However, this study treats victim/character derogation as the character
blame form of victim blaming. In a similar manner, Kay, Jost, and Young (2005) relate
victim/character derogation to victim blaming and appear to use the terms interchangeably.
Furthermore, Warner (2012) constitutes character blame as encompassing both a victim’s
character and his or her personality. Thus, relating character blame to the derogation of aspects
of a victim’s character or personality has precedent in the literature.
Whether investigating the two forms of victim blaming or the overall concept of victim
blaming, psychologists have heavily researched this phenomenon. Within psychology, victim
blaming research frequently focuses on domestic violence and sexual assault victims (e.g.,
George & Martinez, 2002; Henning & Holdford, 2006). Studies in in this area often discuss the
negative effects of victim blaming. Charmaz (1994) notes that victim blaming may obscure
actual problems of society by labeling the victims as the problem.
As mentioned, victim blaming studies often take place in the context of domestic violence.
These studies find that individuals sometimes blame victims of domestic violence for the abuse
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received. For instance, Yamawaki, Ochoa-Shipp, Pulsipher, Harlos, and Swindler (2012) find
that individuals blame victims of domestic abuse more when having knowledge that the victim
returned to the abuser. This study also finds that men blame victims more than women do.
Furthermore, in a study investigating attribution of blame in the case of domestic violence,
Bryant and Spencer (2003) find that male university students blame victims of domestic violence
more for their victimization than female university students.
Studies investigating victim blaming in the context of sexual assault are also common
within psychology. For instance, Grubb and Turner (2012) investigate victim blaming within
rape cases. Gender differences in blame are present within this context as well. Grubb and
Turner (2012) find that men are more likely to blame such victims in comparison to women.
Clearly, blaming victims of sexual assault may lead to an obscuring of societal issues as
Charmaz (1994) warns.
No matter the type of victimization, psychology studies on victim blaming often
investigate the characteristics of those blamed and the conditions under which blaming takes
place. As will soon be discussed, the characteristics of the victim are important, but some studies
also investigate the characteristics of the individuals responsible for the victimization. For
example, Bal and van den Bos (2010) investigated the impact of perpetrator-observer similarity
on victim blaming. Overall, males placed more blame on the victim in instances where the
perpetrator was similar to the males.
Studies also look at the conditions that promote blame. For instance, in context of
domestic abuse, blaming an abused woman increased when no cause was mentioned (e.g.,
separating from the abuser) (Valor-Segura, Expósito, & Moya, 2011). The authors identify
ambiguity in such instances as potentially triggering sexist beliefs. In this study, blame actually
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increased when causal information was absent. It is important to note that though victim blaming
takes the form of blaming an individual’s behavior or character, perceptions may develop even
when pertinent information about the victim’s behavior or character is lacking. When little
previous information of the victim is available, victim blaming can show some similarities to
counterfactual thinking. “Counterfactual thinking quite simply means thinking in a way that is
contrary to existing facts” (Gaglio, 2004, p. 539; Roese, 1997; Seelau, Seelau, Wells, &
Windschitl, 1995). However, instead of thinking contrary to facts, one thinks and blames despite
having facts. Either way, perceptions of the target are baseless. In such instances, attributing
blame to the victim may put the victim and others in society at risk due to a lack of focus and
understanding of the real problem or threat to society.
The victim blaming phenomenon has also been studied within consumer behavior. In line
with the concept of moral disengagement (discussed previously), Hafer and Begue (2005) note
that both victim derogation and victim blaming can allow individuals to legitimize unjust
situations and systems. For instance, Skarlicki, Ellard, and Kelln (1998) investigated outcomes of
victim blaming on boycott intentions of a company who laid off employees. These authors argue
from an equity perspective that “layoffs are unfair because a worker’s inputs (e.g., performance,
dedication, loyalty, education) are often not related to his or her outcome (being laid off)” (p.
120). Thus, it was proposed that exposure to a layoff victim’s plight would result in boycott
intentions (i.e., a behavioral response). The study also predicts and finds victim derogation (i.e.,
a cognitive response) to be negatively associated with boycott intentions. That is, individuals
who mentally deal with the injustice (i.e., place blame upon the victim) are less likely to punish
(i.e., boycott) the offending company. In a more recent study, White et al. (2012) find victim
blaming to have a negative association with fair trade purchases.

11

Victim blaming also takes place within the context of donation giving. For instance,
Zagefka, Noor, Brown, de Moura, and Hopthrow (2011) find higher inclinations to donate to
victims of natural disasters as opposed to victims of manmade disasters. These authors find
evidence in support of victim blaming as being an explanatory construct in this relationship.
Arguably, victim blaming happens more when human hands cause the disaster in contrast to a
naturally occurring disaster (Zagefka et al., 2011).
Although victim blaming is pervasive, levels of blame are often low. Admission to
blaming victims for their victimization is typically a socially unacceptable action. For instance,
in a study investigating domestic violence against women, Valor-Segura, Expósito, and Moya
(2011) state, “In the context of the social changes that have taken place over the last few
decades, people seem unlikely to dare admit publicly or explicitly that a situation of aggression
to women might be legitimated or justified” (Valor-Segura et al., 2011, p. 203). Participants of
this study were in Spain, but such social changes may also be present in other western
civilizations. Although blame under such conditions may be low, victim blaming may be higher
in other contexts. For example, homeless victims often receive blame for their own
homelessness. Such blaming may be more socially acceptable than blaming domestic abuse
victims. Victim blaming may also be high when those blaming have something to gain or
protect.
As discussed in the context of social cognitive theory, victim blaming may result out of an
effort to reduce one’s own responsibility to help victimized individuals. Helping behavior
involves a cost to the one who gives help. For instance, the purchase of fair trade products help
producers who are victimized by economic systems (De Pelsmacker & Janssens, 2007);
however, pro-social products may be more expensive or possibly perceived to be of lesser
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quality (White et al., 2012). Furthermore, helping behavior may cost the provider of the help
other valuable assets such as time. For example, boycotting unjust firms is one way to help
society. However, boycotting a bank, as in the Skarlicki et al. (1998) research, costs participators
time and effort in order to find a new bank. Therefore, in such instances, victim blaming may
result from a desire to protect one’s own personal interest and forgo helping behavior.
Although the prospect of gain in maintaining the status quo may result in victim blaming,
the allure of personal gain is not the only explanation for the victim blaming phenomenon.
According to just world theory, an individual may blame victims in an attempt to protect his or
her own perceptions of justice. In such instances, the individual is not trying to uphold or justify
an unfair system, but rather attempting to make sense of an unjust world.
Just World Theory and Victim Blaming
As just reviewed, research has shown that individuals sometimes blame innocent victims
for their victimization, and that victim blaming has been found to be negatively associated with
pro-social consumption intentions and actions (Skarlicki et al., 1998; White et al., 2012).
Therefore, understanding why and when individuals choose to blame victims instead of helping
victims is of importance. Although victim blaming may facilitate the consumption of anti-social
goods, or simply social inaction, we do not expect victim blaming to derive simply from a desire
to maintain the status quo. Rather, victim blaming is both a conscious and/or preconscious
decision resulting from a threat to one’s belief in a just world (Lerner, 1998). Thus, research on
just world theory provides one avenue for explaining this phenomenon.
Just world theory argues that people seek to believe the world is just, and that good is
paid back with good, while bad is paid back with bad (Lerner, 1980). Just world theory research
has developed a measure for an individual’s level of belief in the tenets of just world theory
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called belief in a just world (BJW). Individuals scoring high on this measure hold to the major
tenet of just world theory that people get what they deserve. Lerner (1998) theorizes that
individuals hold to these beliefs partially in an attempt to feel secure in the world around them.
Lerner and Miller (1978) summarize BJW thought in the following way:
Individuals have a need to believe that they live in a world where people generally get
what they deserve. The belief that the world is just enables the individual to confront his
physical and social environment as though they were stable and orderly. Without such a
belief it would be difficult for the individual to commit himself to the pursuit of long
range goals or even to the socially regulated behavior of day to day life. Since the belief
that the world is just serves such an important adaptive function for the individual, people
are very reluctant to give up this belief, and they can be greatly troubled if they encounter
evidence that suggests that the world is not really just or orderly after all. (pp. 1030–
1031)
Thus, when an individual who believes in a just world encounters a victim, his or her
BJW is challenged. Due to a strong BJW, this individual should be more inclined to respond to
such injustice in order to continue with such a belief. However, as previously discussed, an
individual may either behaviorally deal with the injustice or cognitively deal with the injustice by
blaming the victim. In such a situation, blaming the victim may actually restore one’s BJW. In
fact, a review of just world research finds that many studies focus on negative outcomes of BJW
such as victim derogation (Furnham, 2003). These studies often find victim derogation or
character blame to increase as personal BJW increases (e.g., Correia & Vala, 2003).
Again, victim blaming is a cognitive strategy that may allow individuals to hold on to
their BJW by assigning blame for the victimization to the victim, and thus, reconstructing the
victimization as just. If the victimization is just, then one’s BJW is not challenged. Such thinking
allows individuals to forgo helping behavior.
Much of the early just world research focused on this negative outcome of BJW
(Furnham, 2003). Victim blaming is still an important topic today and can have a negative social

14

impact, but recent research has begun to identify positive aspects of BJW. In discussing the
differences between past and present BJW research, Furnham (2003) states, “a major difference
in the more recent research has been a shift to see BJW as a healthy coping mechanism with
many positive psychological benefits” (p 796). For instance, BJW may at times be associated
with helping behavior. Bierhoff, Klein, and Kramp (1991) compare non-helpers to helpers who
witnessed an accident, and found those who helped to have a higher BJW. Arguably, by
behaviorally responding to victimization, individuals who believe in a just world enable
themselves to continue to hold such beliefs by personally helping to restore justice to the
situation.
Clearly, extant research shows that those with a strong BJW sometimes blame victims;
however, under certain circumstances, those with a strong BJW help victims. But what impacts
whether an observer blames a victim or helps a victim? The answer may reside in perceptions of
justice restoration potential. We define justice restoration potential as the degree to which the
observer believes he or she can really help the victim. In discussing research by Dalbert (1998),
Furnham (2003) states, “Where substantial help is possible BJW believers are more likely to help
and further to expect a ‘‘good fate’’ as reward for one’s own helping actions” (p. 807).
However, helping victims may not take place when justice restoration potential is low.
Mohiyeddini and Montada (1998) highlight that just world theory characterizes observers with a
high BJW as viewing innocent victims as deserving of help. Conversely, observers with a high
BJW will participate in victim blaming when help is too costly or not possible. For instance, in a
study about reactions to victims, Reichle, Schneider, and Montada (1998) investigate both
behavior and cognitive reactions to migrants, third world employees, and the unemployed. These
authors find BJW to be associated with victim blaming and other negative outcomes, but not
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with helping behavior. Reichle et al. (1998) theorize that more helping was not found due to the
perception of not actually being able to help or that help was too costly.
The Victim’s Impact
Clearly, justice restoration potential may influence the decision to help or blame, but
other variables may play a role as well. In previous studies, victim characteristics appear to be
associated with the threat to one’s BJW (e.g., Correia et al., 2012; Hafer, 2000; White et al.,
2012). But every victim does not threaten one’s BJW in the same way. For instance, increasing
victim-observer similarity also increases this threat. For example, Correia et al. (2012) identify
sharing a common identity with a victim as one factor that increases the threat to one’s BJW.
Similar victims are considered more relevant to observers than non-similar victims are, and
therefore increase the threat to one’s BJW.
Bendapudi et al.’s (1996) seminal piece on enhancing helping behavior proposes that
“greater personal distress and stronger motivation to help result when appeals stress the
similarity of the beneficiary or solicitor to the potential donor than when they do not” (p. 42).
However, from a just world theoretical perspective, it is not likely that perceived victim
similarity will always have a positive result. Contrary to the just world explanation, Shaver’s
(1970) defensive attribution hypothesis states that an individual will be less likely to blame a
similar victim as one would not like to be blamed in such a situation. Concerning this hypothesis,
Grubb and Turner (2012) state, “Defensive attributions predict negative victim perception to
decrease as the similarity of the observer to the victim increases, this being a defense mechanism
to protect the observer from being blamed” (pp. 7-8). These two competing explanations both
present a compelling argument within the victim blaming literature. This research seeks to
identify the more robust explanation.
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Although psychologists have recognized the importance of studying this phenomenon,
little victim blaming research appears within the field of marketing and consumer behavior.
However, with the growing marketing sub-fields of social marketing, anti-consumption, and the
continued dissemination of pro-social advertisements, victim blaming is a topic that should gain
in importance for it is a phenomenon that begins in the mind and affects behavior.
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Chapter 3
Hypothesis Development
This research investigates the victim blaming phenomenon within two contexts. The first
context is the counterfeit trade. For purposes of this study, counterfeits are defined as “an
illegally manufactured copy of a genuine brand” (Gentry, Putrevu, & Shultz, 2006, p. 246). This
distinguishes counterfeits from other imitation goods such as pirated goods (e.g., movies) and
imitation brands (i.e., legal goods that imitate other brands) (Gentry et al., 2006).
Counterfeit products are pervasive. The illegal practice of producing and selling
counterfeit goods is a multi-billion dollar industry (Eisend & Schuchert-Güler, 2006). Such
staggering numbers have attracted both social marketers and researchers to the growing
counterfeit epidemic.
Counterfeiting has historically been viewed as a victimless crime (Hart, Hoe, & Hogg,
2004). However, the media, authors, and social marketers are exposing this misnomer. Victims
of the counterfeit trade vary and appear in different contexts. Counterfeiting has “been linked to
the growing global threats of narcotics, weapons, human trafficking, and terrorism” (Wilcox et
al., 2009, p. 247; Thomas, 2007). Furthermore, counterfeit good production is linked to
“sweatshop conditions and child labor in both domestic and international settings” (Marcketti &
Shelley, 2009, p.1). Hoon Ang, Sim Cheng, Lim, and Kuan Tambyah (2001), in the context of
pirated CDs, discuss deterring these purchases by introducing ordinary victims associated with
the purchase of such products.
As seen in table 1, counterfeit products may negatively affect human life, but it is
becoming increasingly apparent that humans are not the only victims of this illicit trade. The
counterfeit trade also negatively affects the planet and the profits of legitimate corporations. This
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listing of victims embodies the concept known as the triple bottom line. In recent years, a
plethora of research on sustainable development has been conducted. Much of this research has
defined sustainable development as “development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (World Commission on
Environment and Development, 1987, p. 43). Imperative to sustainable development is the
concept of the triple bottom line. The triple bottom line is the idea that corporations should not
only focus on profits, but also on how their business affects people and the planet. Amini and
Bienstock (2014) describe the triple bottom line approach as advocating “that the long term
success of a corporation requires emphasis on all three dimensions of sustainability – economic,
environmental (natural environment), and social (social environment), rather than a single, short
term, emphasis on economic sustainability” (p. 13). As shown in table 1, the counterfeit trade
negatively affects all three dimensions of the triple bottom line.

19

Table 1
Victims of Counterfeiting
Victim
Workers/Consumers

Sustainability
Dimension
People

The Environment

Planet

Legitimate Corporations

Profit

Example
Counterfeit good producers have been linked
to inhumane operating conditions (Marcketti
& Shelley, 2009). Such conditions put their
workers at risk. Counterfeit products can also
be dangerous due to their quality and the
material used. For instance, counterfeit drugs
can prove to be harmful to individuals. In
fact, the use of counterfeit prescriptions can
result in death (Aldhous, 2005).
Counterfeit products may contain harmful
chemicals and material that can be harmful to
the environment. Counterfeit pesticides can
“pose an increased chance of crop failure, a
risk to wildlife, soil and water and endanger
the health of those spraying the crops”
(Illegal pesticides, 2014, para. 10).
Counterfeiting is a multi-billion dollar
industry (OECD/EUIPO, 2016). The
infiltration of counterfeit products is
especially problematic to legitimate
corporations. For instance, a recent SWOT
analysis by MarketLine on NIKE presents
counterfeit products as a main threat to
NIKE’s business (NIKE, 2015).

Understanding the existence of negative consequences tied to the production of
counterfeit products, social marketers have incorporated the adverse effects of the trade and its
victims into anti-counterfeiting messages. However, even with greater public awareness of the ill
effects of the counterfeit trade, individuals still consume such items every day. A current study
estimates the value of worldwide imports of counterfeit goods at $461 billion (OECD/EUIPO,
2016). Thus, understanding how individuals justify such purchases is of importance.
The second context in which this research takes place is charitable giving. Currently,
victims and the oppressed attract our attention on a daily basis through news organizations,
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social media interactions, and even social marketing messages. As in anti-counterfeiting
campaigns, social marketers utilize such victims in an attempt to promote action such as
volunteerism and or charitable giving. Even ordinary people are becoming social marketers with
crowdfunding sites like GoFundMe. With GoFundMe, an individual can create a personal
fundraising project on gofundme.com and disseminate the content through social media outlets.
Despite the constant bombardment of such material, recent research has shown a decrease
in some areas of charitable giving in different regions of the globe. A 2012 UK survey on giving
to UK charities found a 20% decline in total giving, and that the percentage of people giving fell
3% for a "typical month” (Butler, 2012). In Canada, a 2012 study finds charitable giving to be in
decline as well. The study found that only 22.3% of tax filers gave (Canadian generosity, n.d.).
Furthermore, a 2013 Gallup poll found charitable giving of money to be down in the United
States relative to past years; however, the poll did find the amount of volunteered time to be on
the climb (Gallup editors, 2013). Although the decline in monetary charitable giving may
correlate with economic difficulties across the globe, individuals who do not help must still
mentally deal with their inaction to the suffering they see. Thus, this research identifies the
following research problems.
1. Individuals continue to purchase counterfeit products while having knowledge of the
victims associated with this illicit trade.
2. In some reported instances, charitable giving is on the decline while knowledge of
victimization is becoming more pervasive.
When an individual is capable of helping a victim, mental processes may help in
determining whether the individual takes action. Within these two contexts, this research
proposes victim blaming as a deterrent to helping behavior (i.e., the boycott of counterfeit items
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and donation intentions). Although victim blaming may facilitate counterfeit purchases and
lower levels of donation giving, such blaming may result not from selfish desires, but from a
desire to continue believing that the world is a just place (Lerner, 1998). Thus, this research
investigates the following hypotheses.
The Impact of Victim Blaming on Counterfeit Purchase Intentions
Even with a greater awareness of the ill effects of the counterfeit trade, consumers still
purchase such illicit goods every day. A recent survey on counterfeit goods in the UK finds that
the majority of individuals view counterfeiting as morally wrong. However, within the same
sample, around half of the participants admit to previously purchasing a counterfeit item
(Counterfeit goods in the UK, 2013). Thus, there appears to be a disconnect between the
cognitions and actions of consumers. Either individuals are being deceitful when they say they
believe counterfeiting to be immoral, or, and potentially more likely, individuals are finding
ways to justify their actions or deactivate moral sanctions.
Within a self- regulatory system, the self-reactive subfunction is where individuals make
moral decisions based upon self-reactions to envisioned alternative behavior choices. For
instance, an individual may envision him or herself participating in a behavior that goes against
his or her moral standards. In a case such as this, the individual will most likely have a negative
self-reaction. Therefore, the individual will likely pursue behavior in line with his or her moral
standards due to envisioning a positive self-reaction. However, interruption of this process may
take place before ever arriving at this stage. Victim blaming is one such psychosocial process
that may interrupt this process and lead to moral disengagement (Bandura et al., 1996).
Thus, when faced with a victim, individuals either must behaviorally or cognitively deal
with the victim’s victimization. In the context of victims of the counterfeit trade, potential
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consumers face a moral dilemma. In this context, the behavioral response is to boycott
counterfeit goods tied to the victimization. Such an action, if universally performed by all
consumers, would ultimately dry up demand for counterfeit goods and end the counterfeit trade.
This would in turn result in a cessation of such victimization. However, potential consumers of
counterfeit goods may alternatively deal in a cognitive manner with such victimization by
placing the blame on the victims. Such victim blaming disengages the individual’s moral
standards from his or her behavior.
In line with social cognitive theory and the concept of moral disengagement, Hafer and
Begue (2005) note that both victim derogation (i.e., character blame) and victim blaming (i.e.,
behavior blame) can allow individuals to legitimize unjust situations and systems. Furthermore,
Skarlicki, Ellard, and Kelln (1998) find victim derogation to be negatively associated with
boycott intentions in a banking context. Therefore, we expect that blaming the character and
behavior of a counterfeit trade victim for his or her victimization will be positively associated
with counterfeit purchase intentions as such blaming allow the potential consumer to disengage
any moral obligation to the victim. Thus, hypotheses 1 and 2 follow as:
H1: Character blame of a counterfeiting victim will have a positive association with
counterfeit purchase intentions.
H2: Behavior blame of a counterfeiting victim will have a positive association with
counterfeit purchase intentions.
In a similar manner, we expect that the two forms of victim blaming will also be associated
with donation intentions to a non-profit organization. In this context, the behavioral response is
to donate to an organization missioned with helping individuals in need (i.e., victims). However,
potential donors may alternatively deal cognitively when asked to donate by placing the blame
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on the victims. Such victim blaming disengages the individual’s moral standards from his or her
behavior and provides the potential donor with an excuse for not donating.
Studies have shown victim blaming to be associated with donation intentions. Again,
Zagefka et al. (2011) find higher inclinations to donate to victims of natural disasters as opposed
to victims of manmade disasters. These authors utilize victim blaming as the explanatory factor
in this relationship. It may be that victims are more likely to be the target of blame when
disasters are the result of humans. Furthermore, in the context of humanitarian disasters, Zagefka
et al. (2012) identify victim blaming as a rationale that individuals utilize which influences
donation giving.
In our context, an individual may decline donating to a victim of homelessness who is
believed to be of poor character. As one may argue, “Individuals of poor character are deserving
of whatever victimization befalls them.” Furthermore, an individual may decline donating to a
victim who is believed to have caused the situation through his or her actions or behavior. One
may argue, “Individuals who cannot help themselves are undeserving of help.” Thus, we expect
both forms of victim blaming to be associated with lower donation intentions.
H3: Character blame of a homeless victim will have a negative association with donation
intentions.
H4: Behavior blame of a homeless victim will have a negative association with donation
intentions.
Victim Blaming and Donation Intentions
Just as we expect the two forms of victim blaming to be negatively associated with
donation intentions, we expect an overall measure of victim blaming to have a negative
association with donation intentions. Individuals can respond to victimization by helping the
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victim or by blaming the victim. As individuals blame the victim, they no longer need to address
the threat to their just world. Thus, blaming victims for their plight allows individuals to
disengage moral self-sanctions and lessens felt responsibility to donate to organizations that help
such individuals.
Previous research supports this expectation. Again, in the context of humanitarian
disasters, Zagefka et al. (2012) identify victim blaming as a rationale that individuals utilize
which influences donation giving. Thus, we expect an overall measure of victim blaming to be
negatively associated with donation intentions.
H5: Victim blaming will have a negative association with donation intentions.
Just World Theory and the Impact of BJW
Although victim blaming may facilitate the consumption of counterfeit goods and deter
donating to help victims, it is not expected that victim blaming is simply an outcome of a desire
to maintain the status quo, but rather both a conscious and/or preconscious decision resulting
from a threat to one’s belief in a just world (BJW) (Lerner, 1998). Just world theory argues that
people seek to believe the world is just, and that good is paid back with good, while bad is paid
back with bad (Lerner, 1980). Thus, a challenge to one’s BJW occurs when an individual who
holds such a belief encounters a victim. Due to a strong BJW, this individual should be more
inclined to respond to such injustice in order to counteract this challenge and continue with such
a belief.
BJW inclines an individual to respond to injustice, but the individual holding to a BJW
does not necessarily need to respond in a positive and helpful way. In instances of injustice,
blaming the victim may actually restore one’s BJW (For a review see: Furnham, 2003). If an
observer attributes blame to the victim for his or her victimization, the observer no longer needs
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to view the victimization as unjust. The observer can continue with the belief that the world is a
just place. Therefore, just world theory predicts higher levels of victim blaming to be associated
with BJW. For instance, in a Sweden study, Strömwall, Alfredsson, and Landström (2013) find
that people with a high BJW blame rape victims more. Furthermore, in a survey of Turkish
participants, Kaplan (2012) finds BJW-Other and belief in immanent justice to be associated
with severe views of impoverished people.
In the context of a non-profit organization seeking donations, an individual can either
behaviorally deal with the injustice through donating, or cognitively deal with the injustice by
blaming the victim. Therefore, because victim blaming can assist one in protecting his or her
BJW, we expect BJW to have a positive association with victim blaming. Thus, H6 follows as:
H6: BJW will have a positive association with victim blaming.
Moderating Role of Justice Restoration Potential
Extant research shows that those with a strong BJW sometimes blame victims; however,
under certain circumstances, those with a strong BJW sometimes help victims (For a review see
Furnham, 2003). One’s perception of his or her ability to make a difference in the victim’s
situation (i.e., justice restoration potential) is likely to influence the decision to help or blame.
White et al. (2012) states, “Indeed, just world theory suggests that helping in the face of justworld threat is enhanced when the opportunity to help is available, presumably because injustice
can be redressed in some way” (p. 104). Furthermore, these authors find individuals with a high
BJW to help victims through the purchase of fair trade products when they view such purchases
as having the power to help bring justice to the situation (i.e., high justice restoration potential).
Therefore, from a just world theoretical perspective, individuals with a high BJW will be less
likely to participate in victim blaming when they believe that they can act to help.
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Literature also supports a linkage between justice restoration potential and helping
behavior. In a study on donations to charity, Warren and Walker (1991) state, “It seems
reasonable to suppose that people will only engage in telic behavior, including helping behavior,
when they think that behavior will be effective in achieving some desired end” (p. 328). In a
study, investigating giving to victims associated with humanitarian catastrophes, Zagefka et al.
(2012) find that perception of the impact of one’s donation is significantly associated with
donation giving. In this study, individuals were more likely to give when they believed that their
giving could make a difference. Furthermore, in a study on third world poverty and donation to
foreign-aid charities, Campbell et al. (2001) find Australian participants labeled as never
donating to have a greater tendency to hold to a belief that donated money will not reach those in
need. These authors also find that participants identified as never donating to have a greater
propensity to doubt the ability of foreign aid to positively impact lives.
In the context of a non-profit organization seeking donations, individuals who hold to a
BJW are more likely to help victims through donating when perceptions of justice restoration
potential are high. That is, when an individual holding to the tenets of just world thought believes
his or her donation can help restore justice to a victim’s situation, the individual will be more
inclined to donate. Conversely, victim blaming is likely to occur when an individual holding to
the tenets of just world thought does not believe that his or her donation will help the victim.
Thus, H7 follows as:
H7: Justice restoration potential negatively moderates the positive association of BJW with
victim blaming such that the association is weaker as justice restoration potential increases.
Moderating Role of Victim-Observer Similarity
The focus of this research is human victims and their characteristics. In discussing human
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victims, recipient (i.e., victim) characteristics include age, gender, ethnicity, severity of plight,
etc. Utilizing these characteristics, social marketers often attempt to make recipients of helping
behavior desirable to the potential helper. One way to do this is to make the recipient more
similar to the potential donor. Research has identified a positivity bias associated with perceived
interpersonal similarity. For example, as discussed by Liviatan, Trope, and Liberman (2008),
research has shown similarity to increase liking. Liviatan et al. (2008) identifies early studies by
Newcomb (1956), Byrne, Clore, and Worchel (1966), Byrne (1971), and Berscheid (1985). Other
early research that shows similarity to be associated with attraction includes work by Zimbardo
and Fromica (1963) and Zander and Havelin (1960).
The positivity bias associated with perceived interpersonal similarity impacts more than
simple attraction. For instance, Levy, Freitas, and Salovey (2002) identify research suggesting
that perceived similarity between two people can increase perspective taking (e.g., Cialdini,
Brown, Lewis, Luce, & Neuberg, 1997; Davis, Conklin, Smith, & Luce, 1996; Regan & Totten,
1975). Levy et al. (2002) further cites research supporting the claim that such perspective taking
can lead to empathic emotions (e.g., Cialdini et al., 1997; Davis et al., 1996; Eisenberg & Miller,
1987), and ultimately result in an increase of helping behavior (e.g., Batson et al., 1997; Cialdini
et al., 1997; Schroeder, Penner, Dovidio, & Piliavin, 1995; Staub, 1978).
Research on charitable giving is also concerned with the similarity factor. Though not
tested, Bendapudi et al. (1996) argues that stressing the similarity of the recipient increases one’s
motivation to help. In fact, Prendergast and Hak Wai Maggie (2013) find that individuals tend to
sponsor needy children who are similar to the individual donor in some way. Increasing the
similarity between the individual donating and the victim appears in practice as well. For
example, one charitable organization sought donations by asking, “Do you share a birthday with
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a child in poverty” (Compassion International)? The ad invited the potential donor to click to
find out. A shared birthday between a potential donor and an impoverished victim can increase
perceived similarity between the two.
Although research shows a positivity bias associated with similarity, we expect similarity
to have a negative impact on perceptions of victims. Specifically, we expect perceived victimobserver similarity to be positively associated with victim blaming when one has a high BJW. As
discussed, increasing victim-observer similarity increases the threat a victim poses to one’s BJW.
As the victim becomes more similar to the observer, the observer’s BJW becomes endangered.
This increased threat should result in a higher level of victim blaming. For example, Correia et
al. (2012) find a positive relationship between BJW and victim derogation when the observer
strongly identifies himself or herself with the victim. Thus, H8 follows as:
H8: Victim-observer similarity moderates the positive association of BJW with victim
blaming such that the association is stronger as victim-observer similarity increases.
Three-Way Interaction
Although just world theory attempts to explain how similarity influences victim blaming,
there is a competing explanation in the literature. Shaver’s (1970) defensive attribution
hypothesis states that individuals will be less likely to blame a similar victim, as they would not
like to encounter blame, themselves, if ever in such a situation. So, does victim-observer
similarity increase or decrease victim blame? This opens up an interesting caveat in just world
theory. Perhaps the positive relationship between BJW and victim derogation when victimobserver similarity is high depends on justice restoration potential. In the Correia et al. (2012)
study, participants read of an individual killed by a drunk driver. In this scenario, the reader can
do nothing to help the victim. Thus, the reader may only utilize cognitive options, such as victim
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blaming, to restore his or her BJW. In this case, when BJW is high, we expect victim-observer
similarity to increase victim blaming due to the observer’s inability to help the victim (i.e., low
justice restoration potential). Thus, we do not expect the positivity effects of similarity to
manifest in this instance. In fact, we expect that victim blaming will increase in this instance due
to greater levels of personal distress associated with the viewing of a similar victim. However,
when justice restoration potential is high, we expect individuals with a strong BJW to pursue
helping behavior. In this instance, we expect victim-observer similarity to demonstrate its
positivity effect and result in less victim blaming. Since the individual believes justice may be
restored, it is likely that perceived similarity will prove to be a positive. Therefore, we expect a
three-way interaction between BJW, victim-observer similarity, and justice restoration potential
on victim blaming.
H9: When justice restoration potential is low, victim-observer similarity strengthens the
negative association between BJW and victim blaming. When justice restoration potential
is high, victim-observer similarity weakens the negative association between BJW and
victim blaming.
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Chapter 4
Research Method and Data Analysis
Study 1: Victim Blaming and Purchase Intentions
This initial study sets out to investigate the impact of the two forms of victim blaming,
behavior blame and character blame, on counterfeit purchase intentions. Again, we predict that
both forms of victim blaming will be positively associated with counterfeit purchase intentions
as victim blaming is expected to allow one to disengage his or her morals (Bandura et al., 1996).
Figure 2 displays our model for this study.

Figure 2. Study 1 Model
Method
Workers on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) (n = 136) participated in the study.
Eight of the responses were dropped due to failed answers on attention items. Of the 136
responses, 128 (96 females; M_age = 38) were retained.
Mturk is considered an appropriate platform for collecting data as it can potentially
provide a more diverse sample than student samples (Goodman & Paolacci, 2017). Furthermore,
Buhrmester et al. (2011) finds that “overall, MTurk can be used to obtain high-quality data
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inexpensively and rapidly” (p. 3). Through the MTurk HIT, each participant was given a link to a
survey that included the following vignette about a woman named Michelle who was victimized
by the counterfeit industry.
The sale of counterfeit goods has been tied to human trafficking, sweatshop conditions,
and worse. Michelle is one such person impacted by this illicit trade. Michelle was a
woman living in an impoverished city in a foreign country. She was in need of a job and
found one in a factory that produced counterfeit clothing. The working conditions in the
factory were poor and harmful to the health of the workers. Michelle was frequently sick
from the air in the factory. Furthermore, the owner of the counterfeit factory often beat
the workers in an attempt to get them to work harder. The abuse finally ended several
months later after Michelle had to go to the hospital due to internal bleeding from a
severe beating. She almost died, but eventually recovered from her physical injuries.
Therefore, when YOU purchase counterfeit products, YOU may be supporting the
victimization of people like Michelle.
The vignette purposefully left out details about Michelle’s behavior and character. As
discussed, individuals often develop perceptions of others based on little to no actual
information. Thus, we left the development of perceptions of Michelle to the minds of the
participants. Furthermore, the last sentence informed participants of their potential role in the
victimization of others through the purchase of counterfeit items.
After reading the vignette, participants responded to questions used to measure character
blame, behavior blame, and counterfeit purchase intentions. Character blame was measured with
a scale adapted from Skarlicki et al. (1998) (e.g., “Michelle is the type of person who does not
work hard”). Behavior blame was measured with a scale from Warner et al. (2012) (e.g., “If
Michelle had told someone about the abuse, it would have stopped”). Counterfeit purchase
intentions were measured by first having the participants read the following scenario:
“Imagine you want a new shirt, but that the particular shirt you want is too expensive. However,
you find a counterfeit of the same shirt for sale at a price you can afford. To your surprise, it
appears to look just like an authentic one, and you believe that no one can tell the difference.”
Participants then responded to a counterfeit purchase intention scale adapted from White and
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Peloza (2009) (e.g., “How likely would you be to purchase the shirt?”). A full list of scale items
may be seen in appendix A.
Measurement
An exploratory factor analysis was performed to examine whether each item correctly
loaded on its anticipated factor. The factor analysis resulted in a three-factor solution based on
the eigenvalue criteria. See table 2 for measurement properties.
A confirmatory factor analysis was also performed. Again, the factor analysis resulted in
a three-factor solution based on the eigenvalue criteria. Two items from the behavior blame scale
were removed due to low factor loadings. Furthermore, we also removed one item from the
character blame scale. After removal of these three items, a second confirmatory factor analysis
was performed (see table 3). This final confirmatory factor analysis resulted in a three-factor
solution based on the eigenvalue criteria.
Furthermore, convergent validity of each scale was assessed by examining the composite
reliability indexes of each scale (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As can be seen in Table 3, AVE
ranged from .59 to .92, and composite reliability ranged from .85 to .97 indicating convergent
validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 3 also shows that the lowest alpha value was .85,
which is well above the .8 threshold, indicating good internal consistency (DeVellis, 1991;
Nunnally, 1978). Discriminant validity of the measures was assessed by comparing the shared
variance of all construct pairs with the AVE for each construct within each pair. The shared
variance of all construct pairs was lower than the AVE for each construct within the pair
indicating discriminant validity among the measures (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 3 displays
these results.
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Table 2
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results and Measurement Properties of the Scales
Scale Items
Standardized Loadings
Behavior Blame (BB) (composite reliability = .86) (AVE = .51)
(7-point scale)
BB1
.595
BB2
.596
BB3
.700
BB4
.791
BB5
.809
BB6
.765
Character Blame (CB) (composite reliability = .93) (AVE = .69)
(7-point scale)
CB1
.826
CB2
.746
CB3
.942
CB4
.954
CB5
.758
CB6
.720
Purchase Intentions (PI) (composite reliability = .97) (AVE = .90)
(7-point scale)
PI1
.967
PI2
.956
PI3
.927
χ²63 = 122.94, d.f. = 63; RMSEA = 0.086; CFI = 0.962; SRMR = 0.024
Note. All the loadings are significant at the .05 level.
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Table 3
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results and Measurement Properties of the Scales
Scale Items
Standardized Loadings
Behavior Blame (BB) (composite reliability = .85) (AVE = .59) (Alpha = .85)
(7-point scale)
BB2
.741
BB4
.777
BB5
.756
BB6
.789
Character Blame (CB) (composite reliability = .93) (AVE = .72) (Alpha = .90)
(7-point scale)
CB1
.842
CB3
.921
CB4
.930
CB5
.789
CB6
.752
Purchase Intentions (PI) (composite reliability = .97) (AVE = .92) (Alpha = .97)
(7-point scale)
PI1
.968
PI2
.954
PI3
.953
χ²51 = 106.99, d.f. = 51; RMSEA = 0.093; CFI = 0.96; SRMR = 0.06
Note. All the loadings are significant at the .01 level.
With these scales, we tested our measurement model. Table 4 provides the study 1 item
level correlation matrix. Table 5 provides the study 1 variable level correlation matrix.
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Table 4
Item Level Correlation Matrix (Study 1)
BB2 BB4 BB5 BB6
BB2
1.00
BB4
0.59 1.00
BB5
0.56 0.59 1.00
BB6
0.54 0.63 0.62 1.00
CB1
0.41 0.19 0.19 0.31
CB3
0.48 0.26 0.22 0.31
CB4
0.48 0.23 0.20 0.28
CB5
0.38 0.26 0.23 0.34
CB6
0.54 0.25 0.27 0.27
PI1
0.12 0.02 0.07 0.03
PI2
0.12 0.06 0.09 0.04
PI3
0.15 0.05 0.09 0.04
Mean
SD

2.73
1.76

3.08
1.97

3.19
1.98

2.75
1.94

CB1

CB3

CB4

CB5

CB6

PI1

PI2

PI3

1.00
0.77
0.76
0.75
0.64
0.22
0.20
0.24

1.00
0.87
0.72
0.65
0.15
0.17
0.24

1.00
0.70
0.72
0.22
0.18
0.31

1.00
0.60
0.20
0.19
0.28

1.00
0.21
0.16
0.26

1.00
0.92
0.92

1.00
0.91

1.00

1.56
1.09

1.63
1.13

1.57
1.03

1.56
1.01

1.73
1.32

2.63
1.88

2.81
1.97

2.77
1.99

Note. Correlations adjusted to two decimal places.

Table 5
Variable Level Correlation Matrix (Study 1)
__________________BB
CB
PI
Age
Behavior Blame
1.00
Character Blame
0.44
1.00
Purchase Intentions 0.09
0.25 1.00
Age
0.01 -0.13 -0.26 1.00
Gender
-0.33 -0.20 -0.13 0.06
Mean
SD

2.94
1.30

1.61
.92

2.74 37.24
1.82 2.83

Gender

1.00
--2.83

Note. Correlations adjusted to two decimal places.

36

Results and Discussion
We conducted a path analysis in order to test the hypotheses. Model fit was deemed
sufficient as indicated by the RMSEA = 0.088, CFI = 0.945, and SRMR = 0.083 statistics (see Table
6). H1 proposes that character blame will have a positive association with counterfeit purchase
intentions. As shown in Table 6, character blame has a significant positive association with
counterfeit purchase intentions (ϒ = 0.218, t = 2.176). This finding supports H1. H2 proposes
that behavior blame will have a positive association with counterfeit purchase intentions. As
shown in Table 6, behavior blame does not have a significant positive association with
counterfeit purchase intentions (ϒ = 0.218, t = 2.176). Thus, H2 could not be supported. The
control variable gender did not have a significant association with counterfeit purchase
intentions. However, age did have a significant negative association with counterfeit purchase
intentions. Thus, younger individuals appear to be more inclined to purchase counterfeit
products.
Table 6
Results of Hypotheses Testing (Study 1)

Relationships
H1
Character Blame
H2
Behavior Blame

Standardized
________________________
Coefficient
t-Value
Purchase Intentions

0.218

Purchase Intentions

-0.030

2.176*

Supported

-0.279

Model fit statistics:
𝑥 2 = 145.86 (p = 0.01), d.f. = 73; RMSEA = 0.088; CFI = 0.945; SRMR = 0.083

*p ≤ .05
The control variable, age, had a significant negative association with purchase intentions (ϒ = - 0.230 t = -2.731).

These results provide support for hypothesis 1. Character blame of a victim tied to the
counterfeit trade is significantly associated with counterfeit purchase intentions. However,
hypothesis 2 was not supported. Perhaps this is due to certain distinctions between the two types
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of blame. In the context of self-blame, Janoff-Bullman (1979) find behavior blame to be
associated with a modifiable source while character blame is associated more with a
nonmodifiable source. Furthermore, this early study finds that behavior blame is associated more
with one’s belief that he or she may avoid future negative outcomes while character blame is
associated more with the belief of deservingness for past negative outcomes. Although this early
study deals with self-blame, it is reasonable to assume that similar distinctions between the two
forms of victim blaming exist when individuals project blame unto others.
Thus, if individuals attribute the victim’s victimization to a source that is unchangeable
such as his or her character, or believe the victim to be more deserving of his or her situation,
then perhaps the individual will feel more justified in not helping the victim. For it is one thing to
continue to purchase goods that result in the victimization of a deserving “bad” person, and
another to continue to purchase goods that result in the victimization of a person who simply
made a modifiable behavioral mistake. As one may reason, we all make mistakes that do not
necessarily deserve ill effects; however, “bad” people (i.e., individuals with poor character) bring
upon themselves a deservingness of such ill treatment.
This study also found a relationship between age and counterfeit product purchase
intentions. Younger individuals appear to be more likely to purchase counterfeit products. It may
be that younger individuals do not yet have the financial ability to purchase authentic products.
Although counterfeit products may forfeit quality, these products often offer a significant price
reduction (Hoon Ang et al., 2001).
Research identifies value consciousness as a possible predictor of counterfeit
purchases/attitudes (Hoon Ang et al., 2001; Grossman & Shapiro, 1988). Monetary incentives
appear to be a strong motivator in the purchase of counterfeit goods, and the study scenario
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offered a counterfeit of a more expensive shirt at a significant discount. Thus, younger and less
monetarily independent individuals may be more willing to accept imitation goods.
Study 2: Victim Blaming and Donation Intentions
The purpose of study 2 is to test the relationships investigated in study 1 in a new context.
Thus, a major goal of study 2 is to investigate the generalizability of study 1 findings. The
context of study 2 is more proximal to the participants and focuses on donations to a fictitious
local cause fighting homelessness. In this new context, helping behavior is defined not as
boycotting products tied to victims, but rather as alleviating the plight of victims through the
donation of money to a charitable organization. Figure 3 displays the model for study 2.

Figure 3. Study 2 Model
Method
Workers on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) (n = 196) participated in the study. One
responses was dropped due to the participant’s selection of the same answer on every question.
Of the 196 responses, 195 (75 females; M_age = 35) were retained.
Again, Mturk was considered an appropriate platform for collecting data as it can
potentially provide a more diverse sample in comparison to student samples (Goodman &
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Paolacci, 2017). Furthermore, much donation giving is done online, therefore, online participants
seem appropriate for such a study. Through the MTurk HIT, each participant recieved a link to a
survey that included the following vignette about a homeless victim named Riley.
Homelessness is a serious problem across America. Give Help is a local organization
dedicated to helping those in your area who are victimized by homelessness. With your
donations, Give Help provides food, shelter, and employment services to individuals in
need. Give Help is currently raising money to help Riley. Riley is an individual in your
area who is homeless and in need of food, shelter, and employment help. Please help
Riley by donating today.
Again, the vignette purposefully left out details about the victim’s behavior and character. The
development of perceptions of the victim was left to the minds of the participants.
After reading the vignette, participants responded to questions used to measure character
blame, behavior blame, and donation intentions. Character blame was again measured with a
scale adapted from Skarlicki et al. (1998) (e.g., “Riley is the type of person who does not work
hard”). Behavior blame was also once measured with a scale from Warner et al. (2012) (e.g.,
“Riley could have done something to prevent from being homeless.”). Donation intentions was
measured using a scale adapted from White & Peloza (2009) (e.g., "How willing would you be to
donate money to the organization Give Help?"). Complete scale items may be seen in appendix
A.
Measurement
An exploratory factor analysis (see table 7) was performed to examine whether each item
correctly loaded on its anticipated factor. The factor analysis resulted in a three-factor solution
based on the eigenvalue criteria. One item was removed from both the character blame and
behavior blame scales due to low factor loadings.
A confirmatory factor analysis was also performed. Again, the factor analysis resulted in
a three-factor solution based on the eigenvalue criteria. Another item from the behavior blame
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scale was removed due to a low factor loading, and a second confirmatory factor analysis was
performed (see table 8). The factor analysis resulted in the expected three-factor solution based
on the eigenvalue criteria.
Furthermore, convergent validity of each scale was assessed by examining the composite
reliability indexes of each scale (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As can be seen in Table 8, AVE
ranged from .62 to .90, and composite reliability ranged from .87 to .96 indicating convergent
validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 8 also shows that the lowest alpha value was .87,
which is well above the .8 threshold, indicating good internal consistency (DeVellis, 1991;
Nunnally, 1978). Discriminant validity of the measures was assessed by comparing the shared
variance of all construct pairs with the AVE for each construct within each pair. The shared
variance of all construct pairs was lower than the AVE for each construct within the pair
indicating discriminant validity among the measures (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 8 displays
these results.
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Table 7
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results and Measurement Properties of the Scales
Scale Items
Standardized Loadings
Behavior Blame (BB) (composite reliability = .88) (AVE = .56)
(5-point scale)
BB1
.761
BB2
.918
BB3
.843
BB4
.554
BB5
.497
BB6
.821
Character Blame (CB) (composite reliability = .86) (AVE = .51)
(5-point scale)
CB1
.473
CB2
.581
CB3
.685
CB4
.862
CB5
.844
CB6
.747
Donation Intentions (DI) (composite reliability = .96) (AVE = .89)
(5-point scale)
PI1
.954
PI2
.957
PI3
.913
χ²63 = 119.93, d.f. = 63; RMSEA = 0.068; CFI = 0.975; SRMR = 0.023
Note. All the loadings are significant at the .05 level.
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Table 8
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results and Measurement Properties of the Scales
Scale Items
Standardized Loadings
Behavior Blame (BB) (composite reliability = .87) (AVE = .62) (Alpha = .87)
(5-point scale)
BB1
.715
BB2
.863
BB3
.728
BB6
.839
Character Blame (CB) (composite reliability = .91) (AVE = .68) (Alpha = .92)
(5-point scale)
CB2
.836
CB3
.873
CB4
.783
CB5
.808
CB6
.808
Donation Intentions (DI) (composite reliability = .96) (AVE = .90) (Alpha = .96)
(5-point scale)
DI1
.949
DI2
.963
DI3
.929
χ²50 = 105.62, d.f. = 50; RMSEA = 0.076; CFI = 0.97; SRMR = 0.05
Note. All the loadings are significant at the .01 level.
With these scales, we tested our measurement model. Table 9 provides the study 2 item
level correlation matrix. Table 10 provides the study 2 variable level correlation matrix.
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Table 9
Item Level Correlation Matrix (Study 2)
BB1 BB2 BB3 BB6 CB2 CB3 CB4 CB5 CB6
BB1 1.00
BB2 0.61 1.00
BB3 0.54 0.64 1.00
BB6 0.58 0.73 0.61 1.00
CB2 0.52 0.59 0.44 0.61 1.00
CB3 0.47 0.52 0.44 0.53 0.71 1.00
CB4 0.34 0.39 0.31 0.46 0.64 0.70 1.00
CB5 0.39 0.39 0.30 0.47 0.67 0.71 0.78 1.00
CB6 0.42 0.45 0.30 0.41 0.68 0.71 0.65 0.66 1.00
DI1 0.00 -0.15 -0.20 -0.20 -0.17 -0.28 -0.30 -0.36 -0.20
DI2 -0.02 -0.18 -0.19 -0.21 -0.20 -0.32 -0.28 -0.36 -0.23
DI3 -0.02 -0.15 -0.20 -0.27 -0.24 -0.29 -0.32 -0.38 -0.24
Mean 3.46
SD
1.62

3.72
1.71

4.21
1.78

3.74
1.68

3.09
1.57

3.09
1.64

2.62
1.45

2.56
1.45

2.76
1.51

Note. Correlations adjusted to two decimal places.

Table 10
Variable Level Correlation Matrix (Study 2)
BB
CB
DI
Age
Behavior Blame
1.00
Character Blame
0.70
1.00
Donation Intentions -0.21 -0.34 1.00
Age
0.03 -0.03 0.03 1.00
Gender
-0.14 -0.12 0.12 0.24
Mean
SD

0.00
1.15

0.00
1.31

0.00 35.08
1.84 3.14

Gender

1.00
--3.14

Note. Correlations adjusted to two decimal places.
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DI1

DI2

DI3

1.00
0.91
0.88

1.00
0.89

1.00

4.04
1.94

4.04
1.97

4.25
1.94

Results and Discussion
We conducted a path analysis in order to test the hypotheses. Model fit was deemed
sufficient as indicated by the RMSEA = 0.077, CFI = 0.957, and SRMR = 0.058 statistics (see Table
11). H3 proposes that character blame will have a negative association with donation intentions.
As shown in Table 11, character blame has a significant negative association with donation
intentions (ϒ = -0.375, t = -3.454). This finding supports H3. H4 proposes that behavior blame
will have a negative association with donation intentions. As shown in Table 11, behavior blame
does not have a significant negative association with donation intentions (ϒ = 0.061, t = 0.540).
Thus, H4 could not be supported. The control variables age and gender did not have a significant
association with donation intentions.
Table 11
Results of Hypotheses Testing (Study 2)

Relationships
H3
Character Blame
H4
Behavior Blame

Standardized
________________________
Coefficient
t-Value
Donation Intentions

-0.375

-3.454*

Donation Intentions

0.061

0.540

Supported

Model fit statistics:
𝑥 2 = 154.66 (p = 0.01), d.f. = 72; RMSEA = 0.077; CFI = 0.957; SRMR = 0.058

*p ≤ .05

These results provide support for hypothesis 3. Blaming the character of a victim is
significantly associated with donation intentions. Once again, the behavior blame hypothesis
(H4) was not supported. It appears that behavior blame is not significantly associated with
donation intentions. Again, we theorize that this non-significant relationship is due to the
distinctions between character blame and behavior blame discussed by Janoff-Bullman (1979).
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Study 3: BJW, Justice Restoration Potential, and Similarity
In study 1 and 2, we investigated how the two forms of victim blaming are associated
with helping behavior. This study focuses on explaining why individuals blame victims. In
particular, this study sets out to understand the impact of BJW, victim-observer similarity, and
justice restoration potential on victim blaming. The defensive attribution hypothesis argues that
less victim blaming occurs as one’s similarity to the victim increases (Shaver, 1970). However,
just world theory predicts that victim blaming will increase as similarity to the victim increases.
This expectation is due to a greater threat to one’s BJW (e.g., Correia et al., 2012). This research
attempts to clear up these conflicting views by demonstrating that similarity does increase victim
blaming, but only when an individual holds to a high BJW and is not in a position to help the
victim (i.e., low justice restoration potential). Thus, counter to conventional thought, it may not
always be beneficial to increase similarity between the victim and observer.
The context of study 3 will again be proximal to the participants and focus on donations
to a fictitious local cause fighting homelessness. Helping behavior is once again defined not as
boycotting products tied to victims, but rather as alleviating the plight of victims through
donating money to a charitable organization. Figure 4 displays the model for this study.
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Figure 4. Study 3 Model
Method
Workers on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) (n = 245) participated in the study. 26
of the responses were dropped due to answers on attention items. Of the 245 responses, 219 (110
females; M_age = 38) were retained.
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk was once again utilized to obtain participants. Through the
MTurk HIT, each participant was given a link to a survey that included a scenario about a
homeless victim named Riley. Study 3 was originally designed as an experiment. Participants
read the same story about Riley as in study 2. However, there were some changes made, as we
attempted to manipulate victim-observer similarity and justice restoration potential. High victimobserver similarity was manipulated by portraying the victim as being in the same age category
as the participant, along with being of the same gender. Age and gender were chosen as ways to
manipulate similarity due to previous research (e.g., Tesser & Campbell, 1980; Tesser &
Paulhus, 1983). Age and gender were piped into the scenario from the demographic section. In
the high similarity condition, the victim’s age and gender were matched with the participant. In
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the low similarity condition, the victim’s gender was opposite of that of the participant, and the
victim was portrayed as 20 years older than the participant (see scenario below).
Homelessness is a serious problem across America. Give Help is a local organization
dedicated to helping those in your area who are victimized by homelessness. With your
donations, Give Help provides food, employment services, and shelter to individuals in
need. Give Help is currently raising money to help Riley, a (piped age/piped age +20
years) year old (piped gender/piped opposite gender) looking for a better life. Each
day, Riley searches for food and work. Each night, Riley looks for a safe place to sleep.
An attempt was also made to manipulate justice restoration potential. The following was added
to the end of the above scenario in an attempt at developing groups varying in level of perceived
justice restoration potential:

Low Justice Restoration Potential
Although Give Help attempts to assist individuals like Riley, this is not always possible.
Your donations may help, but success is also dependent upon factors we cannot control.
High Justice Restoration Potential
Give Help makes it possible to assist individuals like Riley. Your donations will help, and
success is dependent upon them.

However, the described manipulations of victim-observer similarity and justice restoration
potential did not provide the desired effects. That is, the manipulations did not have a significant
impact on the manipulation checks or the dependent measures. Thus, correlational data were
evaluated since these variables were also measured (discussed next).
After reading the scenario, participants responded to survey questions used to measure
the constructs of interest. Unlike study 1 and 2, a single victim blaming scale was utilized instead
of separate character blame and behavior blame scales. The victim blaming scale was adapted
from Janoff-Bulman (1979) and White et al. (2012) (e.g., "How much do you think Riley
deserves to be homeless?"). The items of this measure focused on deservingness, and thus related
more so with the character blame form of victim blaming (Janoff-Bulman, 1979). BJW was
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measured with a scale adopted from Dalbert (1999) (e.g., “I believe that, by and large, people get
what they deserve”), and victim-observer similarity was measured with a one-item scale from
adapted from Liviatan et al. (2008) (“How similar is Riley to you?”). Justice restoration potential
was measured with a scale adapted from White et al. (2012) (“To what degree does the potential
to help Riley exist?”), and the donation intention scale was adapted from White and Peloza
(2009) (e.g., "How willing would you be to donate money to the organization Give Help?").
Measurement
An exploratory factor analysis (see table 12) was performed to examine whether each
item correctly loaded on its anticipated factor. The factor analysis resulted in a four-factor
solution based on the eigenvalue criteria. One item from the BJW scale was removed due to a
low factor loading, and a second exploratory factor analysis was performed. Due to low factor
loadings, 2 more items from the BJW scale were removed along with one item each from the
victim blaming and justice restoration scales.
A confirmatory factor analysis was also performed. Again, the factor analysis resulted in
a four-factor solution based on the eigenvalue criteria. Measurement properties of the scales may
be seen in table 13.
Furthermore, convergent validity of each scale was assessed by examining the composite
reliability indexes of each scale (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As can be seen in Table 13, AVE
ranged from .69 to .88, and composite reliability ranged from .84 to .97 indicating convergent
validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 13 also shows that the lowest alpha value was .86,
which is well above the .8 threshold, indicating good internal consistency (DeVellis, 1991;
Nunnally, 1978). Discriminant validity of the measures was assessed by comparing the shared
variance of all construct pairs with the AVE for each construct within each pair. The shared
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variance of all construct pairs was lower than the AVE for each construct within the pair
indicating discriminant validity among the measures (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 13
displays these results.
Table 12
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results and Measurement Properties of the Scales
Scale Items
Standardized Loadings
Belief in a Just World (BJW) (composite reliability = .86) (AVE = .52)
(7-point scale)
BJW1
.63
BJW2
.55
BJW3
.89
BJW4
.87
BJW5
.73
BJW6
.57
Victim Blaming (VB) (composite reliability = .85) (AVE = .66)
(7-point scale)
VB1
.92
VB2
.52
VB3
.93
Donation Intentions (DI) (composite reliability = .97) (AVE = .90)
(7-point scale)
DI1
.96
DI2
.94
DI3
.95

Justice Restoration Potential (JRP) (composite reliability = .84) (AVE = .66)
(7-point scale)
JRP1
.98
JRP2
.86
JRP3
.52
Victim-Observer Similarity (*One-Item Scale)
χ²160 = 125.36, d.f. = 51; RMSEA = 0.082; CFI = 0.97; SRMR = 0.03
Note. All the loadings are significant at the .05 level.
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Table 13
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results and Measurement Properties of the Scales
Scale Items
Standardized Loadings
Belief in a Just World (BJW) (composite reliability = .87) (AVE = .69) (Alpha = .86)
(7-point scale)
BJW3
.95
BJW4
.85
BJW5
.67
Victim Blaming (VB) (composite reliability = .93) (AVE = .87) (Alpha = .93)
(7-point scale)
VB1
.95
VB3
.91
Donation Intentions (DI) (composite reliability = .97) (AVE = .92) (Alpha = .97)
(7-point scale)
DI1
.97
DI2
.95
DI3
.96
Justice Restoration Potential (JRP) (composite reliability = .94) (AVE = .88) (Alpha = .93)
(7-point scale)
JRP1
.92
JRP2
.96
Victim-Observer Similarity (*One-Item Scale)
χ²35 = 46.24, d.f. = 35; RMSEA = 0.038; CFI = 0.99; SRMR = 0.03
Note. All the loadings are significant at the .01 level.
With these scales, we tested our measurement model. Table 14 provides the study 3 item
level correlation matrix. Table 15 provides the study 3 variable level correlation matrix.
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Table 14
Item Level Correlation Matrix (Study 3)
_____
BJW1 BJW2 BJW3 JRP1
BJW1
1.00
BJW2
0.80 1.00
BJW3
0.63 0.57 1.00
JRP1
-0.05 0.06 -0.03 1.00
JRP2
-0.08 0.04 -0.03 -0.18
SIM
0.05 0.02 -0.00 0.23
VB1
0.15 0.05 0.11 -0.40
VB2
0.17 0.09 0.12 -0.38
DI1
0.09 0.16 0.10 0.45
DI2
0.09 0.13 0.11 0.40
DI3
0.08 0.14 0.10 0.46
Mean
SD

3.67
1.73

3.82
1.79

3.87
1.59

5.52
1.33

JRP2 SIM

1.00
0.18 1.00
-0.47 -0.14
-0.45 -0.12
0.40 0.23
0.38 0.21
0.40 0.24
5.46
1.40

3.07
1.79

VB1

VB2

DI1

DI2

DI3

1.00
0.87 1.00
-0.35 -0.31
-0.37 -0.34
-0.35 -0.31

1.00
0.92
0.94

1.00
0.91

1.00

2.41
1.52

4.19
1.95

4.26
1.87

4.32
1.88

Age

Gender

1.00
0.05

1.00

2.47
1.59

Note. Correlations adjusted to two decimal places.

Table 15
Variable Level Correlation Matrix (Study 3)
BJW JRP SIM VB
DI
Belief in a Just World
1.00
Justice Restoration Potential
-0.05 1.00
Victim-Observer Similarity
0.04 0.20 1.00
Victim Blaming
0.16 -0.50 -0.14 1.00
Donation Intentions
0.12 0.45 0.24 -0.37 1.00
Age
-0.14 0.10 -0.11 -0.08 -0.03
Gender
0.09 0.12 0.03 -0.24 0.16
Mean
SD

3.79
1.64

5.49
1.21

3.07
1.79

2.44
1.43

4.23
1.89

Note. Correlations adjusted to two decimal places.
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38.01 --12.12 0.50

Results and Discussion
Path analysis was performed using latent variable scores to test the main effects model
and hypotheses. Model fit was deemed sufficient (𝑥 2 = 82.12, d.f. = 53; RMSEA = 0.50; CFI =
.986; and SRMR = 0.055) (see table 16). H5 proposes that victim blaming will have a negative
association with donation intentions. As shown in Table 16, this hypothesis was supported (ϒ = 0.212, t = -2.790). H6 proposes that BJW will have a positive association with victim blaming.
As shown in Table 16, BJW has a significant positive association with victim blaming (ϒ =
0.161, t = 2.535). This finding supports H6. The control variable age did not have a significant
association with either victim blaming or donation intentions. Furthermore, gender did not have a
significant association with donation intentions, but gender did have a significant association
with victim blaming. Our results suggest that males blamed the victim more than females did.
Table 16
Results of Hypotheses Testing: Main Effects (Study 3)

Relationships
H5
Victim Blaming
H6
Belief in a Just World

Standardized
_____________________
Coefficient t-Value
Donation Intentions
Victim Blaming

-0.212

-2.790*

Supported

0.161

2.535*

Supported

Model fit statistics:
𝑥 2 = 82.12 (p = 0.01), d.f. = 53; RMSEA = 0.050; CFI = 0.986; SRMR = 0.055

*p ≤ .05
The control variable, gender, had a significant association with victim blaming (ϒ = - 0.557 t = -3.213).

Path analysis was also performed using latent variable scores to test a moderated model
and hypotheses. A chi-square difference test between the main effects model and the moderated
model was conducted using the loglikelihood. After computing a difference test scaling
correction, computation of the chi-square difference test (TRd) was undertaken (TRd = 12.15,
Δd.f. = 2, p ≤ .01). The chi-square difference test was significant. Therefore, we concluded that
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the moderated model explained the data better.
In this analysis, support was again found for H5, but the main effect of BJW on victim
blaming (H6) fell from significance, as shown in table 17. H7 proposes that justice restoration
potential negatively moderates the effect of BJW on victim blaming, such that the negative
effect of BJW will be weaker as justice restoration potential increases. In respect to H7, the
interaction of BJW and justice restoration potential on victim blaming is significant (ϒ = .192, t = -3.113 p≤ .05). H8 proposes that victim-observer similarity positively moderates
the negative effect of BJW on victim blaming, such that the negative effect of BJW will be
stronger as victim-observer similarity increases. In regards to H8, the interaction of BJW
and victim-observer similarity on victim blaming is significant (ϒ = .104, t = 1.695 p≤ .10).
Table 17
Results of Hypotheses Testing: Two-Way Interactions (Study 3)
Standardized
________________________
Relationships
Coefficient t-Value
H5
Victim Blaming
H6
Belief in a Just World (BJW)
H7
BJW*Justice Restoration Potential
H8
BJW*Victim-Observer Similarity

Donation Intentions -0.210

-2.741*

Victim Blaming

0.014

0.014

Victim Blaming

-0.192

-3.113*

Victim Blaming

0.104

Supported

Supported

1.695** Supported

Model fit statistics:
AIC = 6514.33, BIC = 6663.45, H0 Value = -3213.16, Free Parameters = 44
*p ≤ .05 **p≤ .10
The control variable, gender, had a significant association with victim blaming (ϒ = - 0.388 t = -3.290).

A final path analysis was also performed using latent variable scores to test the three way
interaction proposed in H9. A chi-square difference test between the two-way interaction model
and the three-way interaction model was conducted using the loglikelihood. After computing a
difference test scaling correction, computation of the chi-square difference test (TRd) was
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undertaken (TRd = 1.31, Δd.f. = 1, p ≥ .1). The chi-square difference test was not significant.
Therefore, we concluded that the two-way model explained the data better. Furthermore, H9
proposed a three-way interaction among BJW, justice restoration potential, and victim-observer
similarity. The interaction term was insignificant as seen in table 18. Thus we did not find
support for H9.
Table 18
Results of Hypotheses Testing: Three-Way Interaction (Study 3)
Relationships
H9
BJW*JRP*Victim-Observer Similarity

Coefficient t-Value
Victim Blaming

-0.043

-1.449

Model fit statistics:
AIC = 6514.20, BIC = 6666.71, H0 Value = -3212.10, Free Parameters = 45
The control variable, gender, had a significant association with victim blaming (ϒ = - 0.530 t = -3.173).

This study finds a negative association between BJW and victim blaming. It appears that
belief in a just world can have negative attributes associated with it. However, as shown, this
relationship appears to be moderated by both justice restoration potential and victim blaming.
However, support was not found for the proposed three-way interaction effect. We also find both
justice restoration potential and victim-observer similarity to have a positive association with
donation intentions. Victim blaming was found to have a negative association with donation
intentions.
We also find a relationship between gender and victim blaming. Consistent with previous
literature (e.g., Bryant & Spencer, 2003; Grubb & Turner, 2012), males appear to blame victims
more when compared to females. A more in-depth discussion of the theoretical and managerial
implications of findings from study 1, 2, and 3 follows, along with a discussion of limitations
and future research opportunities.

55

Chapter 5
Discussion and Future Research
Social marketers seek to promote positive behavior change with their messages.
However, those who receive such messages are not always the direct beneficiaries of the
proposed behavioral change. For instance, social marketers use victims to promote behavior
change in both anti-counterfeiting advertisements and charitable giving promotions. In such
promotions, the victim is often the direct beneficiary of the promoted behavior change.
In instances where a victim is the one who benefits from the social marketer’s promoted
behavior change, the target of the message may feel a moral obligation to help the victim.
However, this does not mean that individuals will comply with such messages through behavior
change. Instead, individuals may cognitively deal with the victimization. Thus, understanding
how and why individuals cognitively deal with victimization is of importance to social
marketers.
When social marketers portray victims in their messages, victim blaming may be the key
way in which individuals cognitively deal with the victimization. Through victim blaming, felt
obligation to help the victim is diminished; however, we do not propose that individuals actively
engage in such a tactic only to alleviate such responsibility. Rather, individuals may blame
victims out of a desire to keep intact their BJW.
This current research sought to utilize a social cognitive framework to explain consumer
choice of counterfeit items and donation intentions. Furthermore, a just world theoretical
framework was applied to explain donation intentions to a non-profit organization. When faced
with the victimization of others, consumers can either change their behavior or cognitively deal
with the victimization. Social cognitive theory highlights how victim blaming allows individuals
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to disengage their morals, while just world theory provides one avenue for explaining when and
why individuals blame victims (i.e., cognitively deal with the victimization). Specifically, study
1 investigated the association between the two forms of victim blaming, behavior blame and
character blame, and counterfeit purchase intentions.
Study 2 investigated the same independent variables as in study 1, but in a new context.
This study examined the relationship between the two forms of victim blaming and donation
intentions to a non-profit missioned with helping homeless victims. Study 3 extends the research
of study 2 by investigating the association among BJW, victim-observer similarity, justice
restoration potential, victim blaming, and donation intentions. This research provides theoretical
implications relevant to the fields of marketing, consumer behavior, and psychology.
Furthermore, managerial implications relevant to social marketers also proceed from our
research.
Theoretical Implications
Previous research distinguishes between two types of victim blaming, behavior blame
and character blame. However, to the knowledge of this author, this is the first research to
analyze the association of both types of blame with purchase intentions. The goal of study 1 was
to investigate the potential relationships. As consumers are becoming more aware of the varied
victims tied to the counterfeit trade, it was expected that both forms of victim blaming would
positively influence the purchase of illicit counterfeit goods. However, results from study 1
indicate that only character blame has a significant impact on counterfeit purchase intentions.
This was not completely unanticipated, as character blame has been shown to have a greater
association with victim deservingness, in comparison to behavior blame (Janoff-Bullman, 1979).
Furthermore, one’s character may be perceived as nonmodifiable (Janoff-Bullman, 1979).
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Perhaps individuals are less likely to change their behavior (i.e., boycott counterfeit products) to
help a victim who will not change and who is perceived to deserve his or her victimization. This
finding supports previous work that associates character blame with negative consequences.
Another theoretical implication stemming from this research involves the insignificant
relationship between behavior blame and counterfeit purchase intentions. While literature
generally characterizes victim blaming in a negative way, behavior blame has not always been
associated with negative attributes. In the context of self-blame, Janoff-Bullman (1979) finds an
association between behavior blame and one’s perception of his or her ability to avoid negative
future events. This research also supports a less negative view of behavior blame, but in the
context of blaming others. Perhaps individuals view the behavioral mistakes of others as a
learning experience, and not as a reason to disengage their own morals in order to justify
behavior that may be detrimental to others.
The goal of study 2 was to investigate the same variables in study 1, but in a new context.
Although character blame is associated with higher purchase intentions of a counterfeit product,
the relationship between these variables was weaker than expected. The reason for this may be
due to the obfuscation of the connection between the victim in the study 1 vignette and potential
victims associated with other counterfeit purchases. For instance, one may reason, “the
counterfeit trade does have victims, but no victimization likely occurred in the production of the
counterfeit product I am purchasing.” Moreover, the study 1 vignette described the victim as
living in a foreign country. This may have proved to further abstract the connection between the
victim and potential victims associated with other counterfeit purchases. Construal level theory
argues that spatial distance between an individual and an object entices a more abstract
representation of the object, or in this case, of the victim (Stephan, Liberman, & Trope, 2011).
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Therefore, study 2 sought to investigate the victim blaming phenomenon in a context that was
more proximal to the participants and that presented a direct relationship between helping
behavior (i.e., donation giving) and the victim discussed in the vignette. Study 2 findings mirror
findings from study 1, but as expected, character blame explained more of the variance in
helping behavior. Thus, these results support the generalizable nature of the negative association
of character blame with helping behavior and the non-negative association of behavior blame
with helping behavior by reproducing the findings in two different contexts.
Theoretical implications also stem from study 3 findings. Previous just world research
highlights the negative attributes of BJW (Furnham, 2003). This research does support earlier
findings in that we find a positive relationship between BJW and victim blaming. However,
recent research has investigated the positive attributes of BJW. We also find evidence for a
positive view of BJW. Though not formally hypothesized, we find a positive relationship
between BJW and donation intentions. Our results appear to suggest a higher willingness to help
others among those who hold to a just world perception, but we also find a positive association
between BJW and victim blaming.
This research also extends research on victim-observer similarity. Within victim blaming
literature, there is some debate as to how victim-observer similarity affects victim blaming. From
the perspective of a just world framework, victim-observer similarity increases a threat to one’s
BJW. Thus, victim-observer similarity may lead to higher levels of victim blaming among those
who believe in a just world in order to combat such a threat. However, a competing view within
the literature is Shaver’s (1970) defensive attribution hypothesis. This hypothesis argues that
victim-observer similarity decreases victim blaming as one would not like to be blamed if found
in a similar situation. Both explanations are discussed in victim blaming literature, but our
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research finds the just world explanation to be more robust. Although not formally hypothesized,
we do not find a significant main effect of similarity on victim blaming. Thus, our findings do
not support Shaver’s defensive attribution hypothesis, but our research does find some support
for the just world explanation of how victim-observer similarity influences victim blaming.
Victim-observer similarity significantly interacted with BJW on victim blaming (p≤ .10). As
victim-observer similarity increased, the positive relationship between BJW and victim blaming
strengthened. This finding supports the just world explanation and identifies an instance where
perceived similarity may have a negative impact.
Although perceived interpersonal similarity is often viewed as having a positive effect on
outcomes, this finding provides some evidence for a negative view of perceived similarity (i.e.,
victim-observer similarity). However, support for the positivity effect of similarity was also
found. Although not formally hypothesized, we find a positive relationship between victimobserver similarity and donation intentions. This appears to support the proposition that victimobserver similarity increases helping behavior proposed by Bendapudi et al. (1996). Though our
findings do support research that has identified a positivity effect in association with perceived
similarity, this research also demonstrates that victim-observer similarity may not always have a
positive impact. Thus, this research builds on past similarity research and qualifies the positivity
effect of similarity.
A major finding of this research is the importance of justice restoration potential. The
more an individual believes he or she is capable of affecting change within a victim’s life, the
more he or she is likely to take action. In support of claims in previous research (e.g., White et
al., 2012), we find justice restoration potential to be associated with lower levels of victim
blaming. We also find a significant interaction effect between BJW and justice restoration
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potential on victim blaming. Perceived justice restoration potential appears to weaken the
negative relationship between BJW and victim blaming.
Additionally, study 3 supports previous literature that finds overall that men blame
victims more compared to women (e.g., Bell, Kuriloff, & Lottes, 1994). Woman may blame less
due to a fear of one day finding themselves in such a situation. Compared to women, men appear
to have a stronger sense of invulnerability. However, when attribution of blame to the offending
party is studied, research has found greater levels of blame among women, compared to men. For
instance, in the context of a product harm crisis, Laufer and Gillespie (2004) find that women
blame the perpetrating company more than men do. Theses authors find support for the personal
vulnerability view in explaining such differences. While the victim blaming phenomenon has
been analyzed in business contexts, much of the findings appear in the context of sexual assault.
Thus, our findings further help to broaden the generalizability of aspects of this research.
Our research provides some evidence in support the hypothesized two-way interactions,
but we did not find evidence to support the proposed three-way interaction among BJW, victimobserver similarity, and justice restoration potential on donation intentions. Limitations to our
research, that we will discuss shortly, may explain these insignificant results. Future research
may find the hypothesized three-way interaction.
Managerial Implications
As discussed, social marketers sometimes utilize victims in marketing messages as a way
to deter counterfeit product consumption, or as a way to encourage donations. With the findings
of this research in mind, social marketers should be concerned with how the public perceives the
victims they promote. Particularly, social marketers should focus on how individuals perceive
the character of victims. While it is often not possible to ascertain the valence of a victim’s
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character through such marketing messages, receivers of such messages still develop perceptions
of the promoted victim.
In our studies, participants read little to no information about the victim’s character or
behavior, but many participants still allotted some blame to the victim. Thus, social marketers
should remind people of the fault in such reasoning. Social marketers may also provide more
background information on the victims in order to combat such victim blaming tactics.
Specifically, marketers can display positive character traits of the victims. Providing information
on the victim’s work ethic and moral values may dissuade some from blaming the victim.
However, motivations of the target audience may influence how individuals view such messages
and the information they receive. For instance, an individual may want to view the victim as a
bad person so that the individual does not have to change his or her behavior to help the victim.
Within the motivational literature, this would be defined as a directional goal, and such goals
may lead to a filtering of information or a lower level of analysis by the receiver. Individuals
motivated by directional goals search for beliefs and strategies that allow them to support the
conclusion that they desire (Kunda, 1990). Therefore, marketers must prominently display
information that fights victim blaming attacks in order to prevent such processes from taking
place.
While social marketers should be concerned with building a positive image of the victims
they seek to help, stressing victim-observer similarity may not help in combating victim blaming.
Due to the positive relationship between victim-observer similarity and donation intentions,
social marketers are safe in accentuating the similarities between potential donors and victims,
but our findings suggest that such a tactic is not appropriate if attempting to decrease victim
blaming. However, stressing a high degree of justice restoration potential may aid in the
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diminution of victim blaming.
As justice restoration potential appears to be a key variable, social marketers may
undertake explorative research into understanding what factors make individuals doubt the
potential to restore justice to an unjust situation. These factors may change within contexts. In
the context of homeless victims, the belief that the homeless will squander opportunities and
money away in pursuit of drugs and alcohol may be a leading factor lowering perceptions of
justice restoration potential. Thus, showing potential donors examples that combat such beliefs
may attenuate low perceptions of justice restoration potential. Seeing success stories should
bolster confidence in one’s ability to help through the action the social marketer promotes.
Though slightly different from justice restoration potential, self-efficacy research expresses a
similar idea in the concept of modeling. In their seminal research, Stajkovic and Luthans (1979)
describe modeling as occurring “by observing competent and relevant others perform a similar
task and be reinforced for it” (p. 137). Thus, showing a relevant victim who was successfully
helped may work to increase perceptions of justice restoration potential.
Within the counterfeit product context, improving perceptions of justice restoration
potential may prove to be more difficult. To enact significant change, consumers must ban
together to end the counterfeit trade through boycotts. In line with the idea of justice restoration
potential, Klein, Smith, and John (2004) argue that individuals may feel as though they are not
able to make a significant difference. The boycott literature discusses several hurdles that social
marketers must contend with in order to persuade consumers to act. Two of the factors pertinent
to this research include variables that Klein et al. (2004) label as self-enhancement and
counterarguments. These authors describe the self-enhancement variable as encompassing the
intrinsic rewards that individuals receive for being involved in a boycott. This includes both how

63

the individual feels about him or herself, and how he or she believes others perceive him or her
for participating in a boycott. Counterarguments represent the arguments one may have that are
against the boycott. As Klein et al. (2004) discuss, there are costs that may result from the
boycott. For example, “consumers might not boycott sweatshop suppliers because the protest
could hurt those it was intended to help” (Klein et al., 2004, p. 97). An individual may conclude
that even though the working conditions are poor, the workers may be worse off if the boycott is
successful and puts them out of work. Therefore, social marketers may have to contend with
several hurdles in encouraging anti-purchasing behavior.
In recent times, the discussion of victim blaming has proliferated talk within society.
Such talk often takes place in dealing with domestic and sexual abuse. However, social
marketers should take advantage of the narrative and discuss its impact on sustainable
consumption and donation giving. As Charmaz (1994) notes, victim blaming may obscure actual
problems of society by labeling the victims as the problem. Obfuscation of actual problems may
work directly against efforts put forth by social marketers. Thus, developing messages that
inform the public of the negative ramifications that are associated with victim blaming may
prove helpful to the social marketer’s fight.
Limitations
These findings suggest that character blame has a significant association with helping
behavior. Furthermore, our findings suggest that similarity, justice restoration potential, and
BJW have a significant association with victim blaming and helping behavior. However,
limitations to this research hinder these findings. Overall, decisions about outliers and normality
issues with the data influence these results. Furthermore, limitations also exist concerning the
dependent variables of the studies. The dependent variable in study 1 was counterfeit purchase
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intentions while the dependent variable in study 2 and 3 was donation intentions. While
intentions often strongly influence actual behavior, future research may investigate these models
with actual behaviors as the dependent variables. Though actual behavior is more difficult and
costly to measure, capturing data on this measure may prove to be a better test of the
hypothesized models.
Several specific limitations of study 3 must also be discussed. Study 3 was originally
designed as an experiment, but the manipulations did not provide the desired effects. Due to this
fact, correlational data were analyzed using the measured variables. Therefore, measures that
were originally designed as manipulation checks were utilized. This helped add to an issue with
variable order in the survey, and left victim-observer similarity as being measured with one item.
Although one-item measures are typically unacceptable, it seems reasonable to argue that overall
similarity is one such concept that may be justified in being measured with a one-item measure
due to its unequivocal meaning. Sackett and Larson (1990) point out that a one-item measure can
be sufficient if the meaning is unambiguous. Perhaps perceived similarity is not simply the result
of factors such as age, gender, and ethnicity. Individuals can easily argue that they are not similar
to an individual just because the aforementioned demographic factors align.
Since study 3 was originally designed as an experiment, an issue with the scenarios/
vignettes must also be addressed. Though manipulations were not significant, the wording of the
scenarios that participants viewed were slightly different as an attempt at manipulating victimobserver similarity and justice restoration potential was made. Differences in the scenarios may
be seen in appendix B.
Future Research
This research emphasizes the importance of consumer belief systems on consumer choice
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and decisions to donate. In particular, we present a strong case for the impact of one’s BJW on
these decisions. Future studies can more fully investigate the studied variables and other
variables within a just world theoretical framework. For instance, future research may investigate
the impact of victim age. Though age is a variable that researchers connect with interpersonal
similarity (e.g., Grossman, Yli-Renko, & Janakiraman 2012), it is reasonable to expect that the
age of the victim may also affect justice restoration potential. Depending on the context,
individuals may find it harder to restore justice to an elderly person’s situation compared to a
young person’s situation. For instance, in the context of homelessness, a young person may be
seen as more employable and thus easier to help.
Justice restoration potential may be manipulated in other ways as well. Many of the
campaigns found on Gofundme.com attempt to raise money for those who need operations or
who simply cannot afford their hospital bills. In such situations, justice restoration potential may
be conceptualized as the percent chance of recovery as estimated by the victim’s physician. That
is, individuals may be more likely to donate to a patient who has a 70% chance of recovery
compared to a 20% chance, or it could be that such percentages increase felt empathy toward the
victim. In this instance, individuals may feel more empathetic emotions toward the individual
given only a 20% chance to recover. This greater empathy could potentially lead to higher levels
of giving.
Future research may also look further into the context of charitable giving in a social
media context. Sites such as Gofundme.com allow links on Facebook which also show “friends”
who have given to the sponsored charitable campaign. Individuals often choose friends who are
perceived to be similar (See research on homophily e.g., McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook,
2001), and such social influences may affect donation intentions.
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Manipulation of victim type may also be beneficial from both a theoretical and
managerial perspective. Within the counterfeit context, the victim can be portrayed from several
different perspectives. Counterfeiting can harm the workers, as discussed in this research, but
counterfeiting can also bring harm to individuals who lose their jobs, legitimate companies, and
the environment. Therefore, future studies may consider manipulating victim type.
Future studies may also investigate other factors that can affect both counterfeit purchase
and donation intentions. As previously discussed, “self-reactive influences do not operate unless
they are activated, and there are many psychosocial processes by which self-sanctions can be
disengaged from inhumane conduct” (Bandura et al., 1996, p. 364). Mechanisms through which
this takes place include moral justification, palliative comparison, and displacement of
responsibility, among others (Bandura et al., 1996). Although not empirically tested, Eisend and
Schuchert-Güler (2006) identified several ways in which consumers can potentially lower
dissonance associated with counterfeit purchases. For instance, these authors suggest moral
justification as one avenue. These authors stated that “the adding of consonant elements by
enhancing the value of the chosen alternative ("The purchase is a real bargain," "Counterfeits can
help those poor individuals and the economy of the country.")” could potentially lower
dissonance (p. 15). An individual may also justify not giving to a charity that he or she would
typically feel morally obligated to by displacing responsibility for the suffering victim who is in
need of alms. Such an individual may simply focus on all the other individuals who are in a
better position to give, or who should feel a stronger obligation due to family and social ties.
Therefore, future research may be fruitful in studying other mechanism by which morals are
disengaged.
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Appendices
A. Measures
Study 1
Behavior Blame (adapted from: Warner et al. (2012))
(1) “If Michelle had told someone about the abuse, it would have stopped.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(2) “Michelle should have tried to control her own life more.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(3) “It was Michelle’s responsibility to call the police.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(4) “Part of the reason the abuse became so severe was because Michelle did not tell anyone
about it.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(5) “Michelle should have insisted on going to live somewhere else.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(6) “Michelle could have done something to stop the abuse.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

Character Blame (adapted from: Skarlicki et al. (1998))
(1) “Michelle is the type of person who does not work hard.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(2) “Michelle appears to be a careless person.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
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(3) “Michelle is unreliable.”
1
2
3
4
Strongly Disagree

5

6

7
Strongly Agree

(4) “Michelle is likely a dishonest person.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(5) “Michelle is an unlikable person.”
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly Disagree

6

7
Strongly Agree

(6) “Michelle appears to be an insincere person.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Purchase Intention (adapted from: White and Peloza (2009))
Product purchase intentions: completed on a seven- point scale:
Imagine you want a new shirt, but that the particular shirt you want is too expensive. However,
you find a counterfeit of the same shirt for sale at a price you can afford. To your surprise, it
appears to look just like an authentic one, and you believe that no one can tell the difference.
(1) "How likely would you be to purchase the shirt?"
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not Likely
Very Likely
(2) "How inclined would you be to purchase the shirt?"
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not Inclined
Very Inclined
(3) "How willing would you be to purchase the shirt?"
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not Willing
Very Willing

Study 2
Behavior Blame (adapted from: Warner et al. (2012))
(1) “If Riley had told someone about the situation, being homeless would have been prevented.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(2) “Riley should have tried to control life more.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
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(3) “It was Riley’s responsibility to get help.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(4) “Part of the reason Riley’s situation (i.e. being homeless) became so severe was because
Riley did not tell anyone about it.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(5) “Riley should have insisted on going to live somewhere else.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(6) “Riley could have done something to prevent from being homeless.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
Character Blame (adapted from: Skarlicki et al. (1998))
(1) “Riley is the type of person who does not work hard.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(2) “Riley is a careless person.”
1
2
3
4
Strongly Disagree

5

6

(3) “Riley is an unreliable person.”
1
2
3
4
Strongly Disagree

5

6

(4) “Riley is a dishonest person.”
1
2
3
4
Strongly Disagree

5

6

(5) “Riley is an unlikable person.”
1
2
3
4
Strongly Disagree

5

6

(6) “Riley is an insincere person.”
1
2
3
4
Strongly Disagree

5

6

7
Strongly Agree

7
Strongly Agree

7
Strongly Agree

7
Strongly Agree

7
Strongly Agree
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Donation Intention (adapted from White and Peloza, (2009))
(1) "How likely would you be to donate money to the organization Give Help?”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not Likely
Very Likely
(2) "How inclined would you be to donate money to the organization Give Help?"
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not Inclined
Very Inclined
(3) "How willing would you be to donate money to the organization Give Help?"
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not Willing
Very Willing

Study 3
Belief in a just world (Dalbert, Montada, & Schmitt, 1987) (English translation by Dalbert
(1999))
(1) “I think basically the world is a just place.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(2) “I believe that, by and large, people get what they deserve.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(3) “I am confident that justice always prevails over injustice.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(4) “I am convinced that in the long run people will be compensated for injustice.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(5) “I believe that injustices in all areas of life (e.g., professional, family, politics) are the
exception rather than the rule.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
(6) “I think that people try to be fair when making important decisions.”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
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Justice restoration potential (adapted from: White et al. (2012))
(1) “To what degree does the potential to help Riley exist?”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not at all
Very much
(2) “To what degree does the possibility of helping Riley exist?”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not at all
Very much
(3) “To what degree does the potential to redress injustice done to Riley exist?”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not at all
Very much
Similarity (Adapted from: Liviatan et al. (2008))
(1) “How similar is Riley to you?”
1
2
3
4
Not at all

5

6

7
Very much

Victim Blaming (Adapted from: Janoff-Bulman (1979) and White et al. (2012))
(1) "How much do you think Riley deserves to be homeless?"
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not at all
Very much so
(2) “How responsible is Riley for being homeless?”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not at all
Very much so
(3) “To what degree does Riley deserve to be homeless?”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not at all
Very much so
Donation Intention (adapted from: White and Peloza (2009))
(1) "How likely would you be to donate money to the organization Give Help?”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not Likely
Very Likely
(2) "How inclined would you be to donate money to the organization Give Help?"
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not Inclined
Very Inclined
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(3) "How willing would you be to donate money to the organization Give Help?"
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Not Willing
Very Willing
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B. Scenarios/Vignettes
Study 1 Vignette:
“The sale of counterfeit goods has been tied to human trafficking, sweatshop conditions, and
worse. Michelle is one such person impacted by this illicit trade. Michelle was a woman living in
an impoverished city in a foreign country. She was in need of a job and found one in a factory
that produced counterfeit clothing. The working conditions in the factory were poor and harmful
to the health of the workers. Michelle was frequently sick from the air in the factory.
Furthermore, the owner of the counterfeit factory often beat the workers in an attempt to get
them to work harder. The abuse finally ended several months later after Michelle had to go to the
hospital due to internal bleeding from a severe beating. She almost died, but eventually
recovered from her physical injuries. Therefore, when YOU purchase counterfeit products, YOU
may be supporting the victimization of people like Michelle.”
Study 2 Vignette:
Homelessness is a serious problem across America. Give Help is a local organization dedicated
to helping those in your area who are victimized by homelessness. With your donations, Give
Help provides food, shelter, and employment services to individuals in need. Give Help is
currently raising money to help Riley. Riley is an individual in your area who is homeless and in
need of food, shelter, and employment help. Please help Riley by donating today.
Study 3 Scenario:
Homelessness is a serious problem across America. Give Help is a local organization dedicated
to helping those in your area who are victimized by homelessness. With your donations, Give
Help provides food, employment services, and shelter to individuals in need. Give Help is
currently raising money to help Riley, a (piped age/piped age +20 years) year old (piped
gender/piped opposite gender) looking for a better life. Each day, Riley searches for food and
work. Each night, Riley looks for a safe place to sleep.
Low Justice Restoration Potential
Although Give Help attempts to assist individuals like Riley, this is not always possible. Your
donations may help, but success is also dependent upon factors we cannot control.
High Justice Restoration Potential
Give Help makes it possible to assist individuals like Riley. Your donations will help, and
success is dependent upon them.
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